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1 submit the following comments in resporise to the Locdlism Notice of Prop 5u}‘e4makin§/; (tﬁﬂ

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. il A
2006 AR 2 ‘ - 100
Any new FCC rules, policie é‘ pr@beh\’xr&ﬂnust not violate First Amendment rights. A number o
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially réligious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed agvisory boérd proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates Rgl@dﬁs!ﬂ}gbgg ters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increéséd harassment, complairits and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather thah allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gbvernment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC st not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. PropoSed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific gditorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Attention: Chief, Media Bureau MB O Ook—"-;\— #* 0 L{ oL .
Dear Chief,

I am writing to protest this so-calfed “Fairness” bill that our federal Congress is considering.
T understand that early on in broadcasting, there was a fairness law so that both sides of an issue
could be presented. But for the fast 20 years, there has been no need for this bilt because there are
enough radio and TV stations out there that all views are represented. However, in the last few
years, there have been several efforts to resurrect this old faitess doctrine, which to me seems
kind of s111y Can you imagine listening to your favonte radio or TV talk show host, glvmg one
side of an issue, and then tuming around and saying, ‘and now a word from our opponentst ™
Actually, it might not be so bad for people to hear both sides of an issue. But what I am afraid of
is that the conservatives will have to honor this new law, but the liberals will find a way around it.
I think this is Just .one.more attempt by those who want to cleanse our society and our nation from
- _ - every mention. ofany J‘ung-Ohnsﬁan perspective in our history and our culture. Ihave seen how

. + “religious.clednsing™ is taking place in our national parks and public places for quite some time,

. and you can see how.our sbcial structure is crumbling without the strong influence of God.
I pray that you will not give in to'the demands of those who want to silence the Christians.
L“ ‘ Do not Iet our free speech rights be violated!

Sincerely, :

Mis. Marie Gattand
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Propos dM@#ﬂBBg (the
m

“NPRM"), released Jar)m ﬁrﬁ%&zg MR Dge§TiNo. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must n’o,_g force iq io-sgggions, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share tﬁ“grr_yéTuEs ThRENPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatiblé viewpoirits to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impaosition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force Féporting on'such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4).% +:*The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aufomatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
revigw of-cértdin classes of applicants by the Commissiqqgrs themselves would amount to coercion of

religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to their consciences-and-present only.the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) * “Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challengé. ~Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cuthacks —and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.” - .o

We urge the FCC net to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Room

I submit the following co in §i§6ﬁ§é 16 thé Lobalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
" “NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 200@ lmelwg%é%et J‘Qp g4-ga§s. '

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

el SRy s ﬂﬁ’]snﬁﬁ

Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
MB Docket No. 04-233

(1) The FCC must not foﬁ;‘e‘f_r'f ﬂ?o}?tgtjgl\l}gg pecially religious broadcasters, fo take advice from
people who do not share their values.?mé"'N RMs ﬁoposed advisory board proposals would impose such

; unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
[ ¥ . values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foliow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
e rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. |

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on :
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of '
religious broadcasters. Those who stay frue to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the .
public.interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism er of Proposed Rulemakln@p /P f
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ,4/? 25 4¢ )

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmentﬂglﬂ; ‘S%number of ’90
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

%
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(1) The FCC must not foree radio stations, especially rellglq; rgadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory’ r;?’ Iflé osals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

€)) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sqjueeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary o the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice roO d R«@making (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, zooszmé\/lﬁAlﬁocket No. 04-233. % @@‘

Any new FCC rules, policies or proc%gureémbst gc} violate First Amendmegsgwts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so = and must not be adoptéq.

1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their valiies>The, NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious brogdcast ho resist advice from those who don't share their
vaiues could face increased harassment, complaints-and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so ~ even if a religious broadcaster

" conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

“4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and patentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Prc@%,;ed Rulemaklnglklr?
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 4 ?Mq

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. »<f mb'h’laﬂ
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not'ﬁ'ﬁ@dopted ‘57

™M The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcé' els, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposal would impose such

Room

__unconstitutional. mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those wh @’t share their

values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment préhibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impositien of message dehvery
mandates on any religion. -

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected edltonal choices.

@ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadeasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
corresporid to tfieir beliefs could face long,-expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) -’ - - Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
publiciinterest:+ - -~

We urge the FCC not to adopt rtiles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in respc(t@@ %e Locallsm Notice of Pro@ed Ruie‘ﬁakla)m\%

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 0 Qg, A

-
Any new FCC ruies, policies or procedures must not vnolate Flrst Z\mendment righ ﬁumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, vzgguld do so — and must not be adopted. <

(1) The FCC must not force radio statlons éspega }yf‘t.ellglous broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposéd adv sory board proposals would Impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constltutlonally-protected editorial choices.
(4) The FCC must not establlsh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
rev‘!ew of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rehgious bfoadcasters. .Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

. correspond to-their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentlally ruinous renewal proceedings.
(5). Many Christian broadcasters operate on tlght budgets as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) byiunhELresinctlngmam_sludlo location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public, interest.

We urge the FCC not to.adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in respwe /r}gﬁhg Localism Notice of Proposed \Qbkrgakmg the
“NPRM?"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 0 ROO
¢ Mall

A b
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedtres miust not violate Flrst Amendment ch(s A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
"'\

ally,religious broadcasters, to take advice from
diddyjsory board proposals would impose such
unconstltutlonal mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster

’E;Eularly a religious broadcaster, must present.
((2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has

- -~ _rights to air fime. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster

conscientiously ebjects to the message. The First Amendment forbids-impositionrof message delivery--- - -~ - - - - -

mandates. on*(any_‘rehglon
(E)s) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
ffrogramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constltut|ona||y-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automaticallybarred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certaln classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they

- 9ye§pond to their beliefs couid face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

tions. Keeping the-electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche -and simaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs:with these-proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
publiciinterest;

We urge the FCC not to adopt ryles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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i, | submitthe following comments in response to the Lo,ca._lnS-nh;Noﬁif%%E% I {Repentedking
‘ 0. 045233,
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" (the®NPRM”), released Jkiii 24; 2008, in MB Bocket,

. . /o0 A
- . Ny 1@ 477
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment righ‘?é%&g n‘u;'nber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — % /w#st not be grigptddail Rovin
2

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcast’&sé,-tg_. ake advice from

- people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board pi®posals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadca e%who resist advice from those who
don’t share their values could face increased harassment, cdhp@fpt and even loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incorf?pﬁ@le viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what

viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message
delivery mandates on any religion. :

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices. P

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks Zand curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. _ : -

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Qoo Qonle  3-13-0%
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- Dennfec Tonels, 200 | River st Supgly, \.CARILR.

Name and Address

" Mail By April 14, 2008 to:

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism I’_e&:éo Pro osed Rulemaking (the

Any new FCC rules policies or procedures n%& nefvi First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so a t not be adopted.

) The FGG must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The 's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcaste s %;a ist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints'a dg A loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consclences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shabe'their programming. The First

Amendment prohrbrts government, including the FCC from drctatrng what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public acgess reguirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conhscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

et (4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatrcally barfed’ from, routln_e renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speCIal renewal
review of berlam classes of apphcants by the; Qorpmrssroners themselves weuld amount to coercion of
'relgrous ‘broggcasters These'who stay trueito therr conscierices and present only. the messages they
Jquespomﬂ 1oitheirbéliefs couldface lono, expensive and poetentially ruinous renewal proceedings,

(5)f Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially rajsing costs in-two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restrrctrng main studia location choices.
Rarsrng costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
publrc interest.

We-urge the FCC rot to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233 FCC Mail Room

| submit the following comments in response to t@&dﬁgp%Nohce of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendﬁlent rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would dq_so ~ and must riot be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espec;ally j;g %g 5. broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple wha donot ghare their ua!ues The. N,PRM S/ pregm $ Bgard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mg_qdates Re lglous,_'::b_m 0 ‘ista cé ,“‘ th

aliie eog!g« ace ,(;-' -c Ti¢ Il icense 5 10
CONSCIgnces, 12 = ) o Vi m1§ to-s pe 1@ir programming. The First
Amendmgnit prghl ltsgovemm.e t. mcltiﬂmg%tl-ne FGG, from dictating whatviewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadeaster, must present.

0 s!pn't share their

1@ . The'FGC must.nottum every radio stafion info a.public forum where.anyone.and everyone- has

righis to air time- Rroposed publicaccess requirements wouldido $o -gven if aelifious broadeaster
eonsc:entlous_ly objectsto i age. TheFirst Amendmeéeptforbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any rellglon

@) The FEG must not force revelation of specific ediforial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to farce reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude on
consfitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automelizaly barred from routine renewal applicaion procsssing. The ppased mandalory special renewal
rsugm;j!@émm&la&sﬁ.sﬁc: “applicants by the Gommissioners themiselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters, Those who stay true to thejr cansciences and present orfly the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Gommission proposes to further L=
squeeze niche and smaller markef broadcasters, by substanfially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

staff presence whenever a station is on the-air and, (b) by further restricting main studio lncation choices.

Ral;?mg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We wrge the FGC not o adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. . M
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I submit the following comments in responsg to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rutemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket Not 7@3;...

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not wol‘é&&t Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do-notishare their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such

unconstitutional maridates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their

values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosmg to follow their own
mmﬁgigncesp athen}“h yallowiiig, incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First

Amendmenhp @hlblts* 1limm‘ent lneludlng ‘the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

parti cuTarIy a rehglous!broadcaster must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Propased public access requirements would do sp ~ even if a religious broadcaster
cgnsg_empuglx objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
manquéSwonuamy fellgLOTL

Q. The FCC_must:notuforce revelation of specn" ic editoyial decision-making information. The choice

oqg_ ,esgecnally reluglousraprogrammung, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
Joppsa h{e repertmg onxsuchathmgs as'who produced what programs would intrude on

constututmna -protected' editorial choices.

) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speclal renewal
rewew ‘of certain elasses of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
rellglogs broadcasteis. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
coirespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedmgs

5) Many Chnstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed servuce is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCG not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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f FCC Mail Room:
1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of h@sed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Comments in-Response to Localism Notice of Proposequlemakmg

MB Docket No. 04-233 2 s

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nlat violatQFlrst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - arfd m {;,"?. ?5 adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency ~ and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be

automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review:of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of

religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substahfially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.

Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public-interest. ; r

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policiéé discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulfngﬁfoﬁkl Room ,

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-23@%, /{/4 !
7

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate‘%ﬁst A{)ne,ndment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not eéadgp,ted.

N The FCC must not force radio stations, espgeially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's probes’?ad"ad\aisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resfé’t@@@i,’ge from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss ‘of-figghse for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking N MAR 2 42008

MB Docket No. 04-233 E

I submit the following comments in response to the I!Jggliéﬁp\lﬁgce of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. - b 5
"0

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

T e % e
O] The FCC must not force radio stations, especialfy're@igylg broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory bo Edfp'roposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

particularly a religious breadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects fo the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the

public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the foliowing comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ?00,9 M/l H 2

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendnﬂnbt‘idﬁ&p. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

)] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially refigious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed adviis,bp’érﬂ;grgposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frofiv those o don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs wouid intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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MB Docket No. 04-233
FCC Mail Room
| submit the following comments in respong“ o.the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No gx,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vnoléf\eﬁirst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adopted.

{1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even less of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates.on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals,to,force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally=protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
aut@matlcally barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory speciai renewal
review-of certain-classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their conscLeﬂces and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive afidpotentially-ruinous.renewal praceedings.

14

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations.- Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially-raising.costs.in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We.urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abové.
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Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A nur@er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so ~ and must not be adopted. a;
57

1 submit the followmg comments in response to the Localism Notic
“‘NPRM’), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, tgfake advice fr@
people who do not share their values. The NPRW's proposed advisory board proposalsyauld impose sggh
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadeasters who resist advice from those who d n’t share their

values could face increased harassment, complaints and even foss of license for choosnn ta.follow their 6Wn
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. T%ﬁe irst g
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broﬁdr;,ester .d“
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. ‘)

2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerclon of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
corfespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chalienge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever-a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting.main studio location choices.
Raising costs-with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Locallé’mﬂl\lﬁélce of Proposed Rulemaking (the

“NPRM"), released Jan 24, 2008, in MB Docket Nor 04-233,
) i 4 SEflg

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmerﬁ’r@ﬁcs. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

Comme tsgm es gngeito Logd
MBDe Boc?(ei“Ng% o

Q) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially re%%@ casters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory b vpsals would impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thos ho don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
-conscientiously objects-to the message. The First Amendment forbids impositien of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

T RSN I
(3) The FCC must not force revelation of SpeCIfIC editorial decision- maklng information. The chorce
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatlcally barred from routine.renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specral renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
relrglous broadeasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspohd to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. "Yét, the Comriiissioh proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a_station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Ralsmg costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks ~ and curtalled serwce is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to aaopt rules, procedures-of p_oli’c-:ies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking mR/Z 42008
MB Docket No. 04-233
1, FCC Mail Room,
1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice é?-’ osed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. <

b
f Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violateFirst Amendment r|ght§0 number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and mt §‘t7?qt be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broa’c’icasxe s, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propdsals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so — even If a religious broadcaster
canscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs.could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary fo the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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1 submit the foIIdwing comments in response to the Loggﬂgryy%otice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
‘NPRM"), released Jan, 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 25

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Améﬂdrég irghts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adoptet)

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especial[ﬁ igjoys broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adyisa ard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fro| ose who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licenSe for choosing to follow their own
consciences; rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access réquirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on ‘
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Thosewho stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the eleciricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes fo further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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FCC Mail Room
I submit the following comments in res‘r%ﬁm to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dock HOéSZSZ

Any new FCC rules, polities or procedures must not violat‘g‘@‘irst Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.
™~

ME Docket No. 047233 -

1) The FCC must not force radio statgﬁg,/e%ﬁ:é:c?lly religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their
own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming, The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what view points a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

()] The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access reduirements would do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion, ' '

3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The
choice of programming, especially religious progfamming; is not properly dictated by any government
agency — and proposals to force repoiting on such things as who produced what programs would intrade on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. - -

4 The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal applicatfofi processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain'classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. These who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages that
correspond to their beliefs.could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

) Many-GHiristian broadcastets operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keepihe iSlechiiGisPMlowiny Tstsftenss chiallenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further

ST ik '

squeez€ niche, ﬁ&fﬁ@iﬁfﬁﬁi%ﬂ%@ﬁica@éﬁ;\by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenevér a statich is on-the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with-these-preposals wauld force service cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

Turge the FCC NoT to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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WILLIAM W. & ALICE A. STOUFFER Recsived & Inspected
120 HIGHLAND AVENUE “
HOLLIDAYSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 16648 MAR-Z 42008 :
FCC Mail Room
=
March 13, 2008 2
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The Secretary % v L/M
Federal Communications Commission ’2__ g. -
445 12" Street, SW ™ S
Washington, DC 20554 o

RE: Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg
MB Docket No. 04-233

Gentlemen:

I'submit the’ foIIowmg comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed
Rulemakmg (the “NPRM”) reIeased Jan, 24, 2008, in"MB Docket, No: 04-233:
Any new FCC rules, pohcres or procedures must ot violate Flrst Amendment ‘
rlghts Anumber of proposals drscussed in-the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —
and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especrally rellglous broadcasters, to
take advice, from people who do not share thelr values. The NPRM'’s proposed
advisory board proposals would |mpose such unconstitutional mandates.
Religious breadcasters who resist advice from those who don’t share their
valués could fdce increased haragsmient, coriiplaints and even loss of license for

woosmg t@I ollow‘\thelrpown¥con’sEC|e‘ﬁces,"rather than allowing incompatible
por §¥ o!-shwpe thelr*programmlng The First Amendment prohibits

government mcludrng the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a rellglous broadcaster, must present, -
(2) The FCQ must not turn every radic station’ into a public forum where anyone
and everyone. has fights to air time. Proposed publlc access requirements would
do so — evep if a religious broadcaster conSC|ent|oust obJects to the message.
The First Amendment forbids |mposmon of message delivety mandates on any
rellglon o

Cop e

(3) The FCC must not"force revelatlon of specmc edltorlal decrsron maklng
L,nfformatlon The chorce of programmlng, especrally‘rellglous programmrng, is not
properly drct ted by anjy govérnment agency ~ and proposals to force reportlng
‘on stich thlngs A8Who produced what programs would intrude’on -



broadcasters,.by -substaptially.raising-costs-in twe ways: (a) by"r@&ﬁﬁl‘iﬁ'

Constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tieréd refiewal system in which certain
licensees would be automatically barred from routine renewal application
processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal review of certain classes
of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present
only the messages they correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive
and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christiah broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many srﬁéller
market secular stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet,
the Commission proposes to further squeeze niche and smaller market

T e s

staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main
studio location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service
cutbacks — and curtailed service is contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed
above.

WILLIAM W. STOUFFER






